In this article I delve into the seas of the disciplines of Discourse Analysis and Pragmatics, trying to perform the difficult task of delimiting their scope and discussing their common and non-common ground, in order to present a general idea of the state of the art of both disciplines in the 21 st century. Being conscious of the fact that one can learn a great deal about any field by observing what its practitioners do, and precisely because these disciplines are hard to delimit, I also discuss what it is that pragmaticians and discourse analysts actually do. The concepts of text and discourse are explored by looking into different approaches and studies in the areas of Text Linguistics and Discourse Analysis, as well as into how they have evolved from their beginnings to the present time. The main schools of Pragmatics, the Anglo-American and the European Continental (Huang 2016) are also explored, in order to compare their viewpoints and their relationship with the field of discourse analysis. As I see it, Pragmatics is not the same as, but is an indispensable source for, discourse analysis: it would be impossible to analyze any discourse without having a solid basic knowledge of pragmatic phenomena and the ways in which they work and interact (Alba-Juez, 2009: 46). I also examine some concepts and issues that are crucial for the topic of this paper, such as the concepts of context, cognition or culture, and the need to develop pragmatic awareness.
INTRODUCTION
Delimiting a field of study or knowledge is never a simple task, and the case for Discourse Analysis and Pragmatics is no exception, considering that they are both subdisciplines of Linguistics that share common ground with each other and with Text Linguistics as well, the three of them having fuzzy boundaries. As I (and other authors such as Schiffrin 1994) see it, Pragmatics is not the same as Discourse Analysis, but is an indispensable source for any discourse analytic study: it would be impossible to analyze any text or discourse without having a solid knowledge of pragmatic principles and phenomena. In the following sections I will try to describe the scope of action of these disciplines, pointing to their similarities and differences by looking into what their respective practitioners do, as well as their evolution and the kind of studies being covered by each one of them. First, I will discuss the scope of Text Linguistics in comparison with Discourse Analysis (or Discourse Studies), and then I will pass on to examine what I understand to be the common ground and differences between Discourse Analysis and Pragmatics.
TEXT LINGUISTICS AND DISCOURSE ANALYSIS
Part of the fuzziness described above comes from the fact that, as I have stated in a previous publication (Alba-Juez 2009: 6) , the terms text and discourse are used in a variety of ways by different researchers. Furthermore, there is a considerable number of theoretical approaches to both Text Linguistics and Discourse Analysis which in many cases belong to very different research traditions, even when they share similar basic tenets.
In everyday popular use the term text is normally restricted to written language and the term discourse is restricted to spoken language. However, modern Linguistics has introduced a concept of text and/or discourse that includes every type of utterance; written or spoken. Thus both text and discourse may refer to a political speech, a whatsapp message, a magazine article, an oral interview, a conversation, or a cooking recipe, just to give a few examples. The terms text and discourse, therefore, are sometimes used by linguists to mean the same and because of this one might conclude that Text Linguistics and Discourse Analysis are the same too, but in general, the tendency in Text Linguistics has been to present a more formal and experimental approach, while that of Discourse Studies can be said to be oriented towards a functional approach.
Formalists are apt to see language as a mental phenomenon, while functionalists see it as a predominantly social one. But this distinction cannot be said to be so clearcut: many authors, like Schiffrin (1994) , integrate both the formal and the functional approaches in their analysis of texts, and under this light Discourse Analysis can be seen as all-embracing term including Text Linguistics and other approaches such as Critical Discourse Analysis, Conversation Analysis or Discursive Psychology, just to name a few.
The main concern of text linguists is the structure of text; in general they do not pay so much attention to context as discourse analysts do. Some authors, such as Halliday, believe that text is everything that is meaningful in a particular situation: "By text, then, we understand a continuous process of semantic choice " (1978: 137) . Schiffrin (1994: 363) points out that all approaches within Discourse Analysis view text and context as the two kinds of information that contribute to the communicative content of an utterance. In terms of utterances, then, text is the linguistic content, and context refers to the world in which people produce the utterances, which affects the meaning finally set by the interlocutors in their interaction. Discourse Analysis includes utterances, and consequently both text and context, as its object of study. So following this line of thought, and as anticipated above, Text Linguistics can be considered as one school within Discourse Studies whose concern is mainly the textual part of the message, rather than the contextual one. Crystal's (1997) definition of Text Linguistics as "the formal account of the linguistic principles governing the structure of texts" is in sync with this view.
On a different light, the relationship between these two approaches may be seen as an evolution of one into the other: For many authors, what started as Text Linguistics can be said to have evolved into what we nowadays call Discourse Analysis or Discourse studies. This is clearly the case of van Dijk, whose work may be said to have undergone a progressive "integration" of both disciplines. In his biographical article of 2002, van Dijk explains how his research evolved from Text Grammar to Critical Discourse Analysis: He started in the 1970s by giving an explicit description of the grammatical structure of texts, but he realized that there were other structures beyond the structure of the sentence (thereby introducing the notion of macrostructure), and that another fundamental notion to analyze the meaning of texts was that of coherence. He then took interest in the study of power and ideology, which eventually placed him within the discourse analytic approach later known as Critical Discourse Analysis. Other important and new concepts were introduced by other text linguists, such as sociocultural knowledge and mental models (Johnson-Laird 1983) , which inevitably made text analysts move beyond the text into the different contexts surrounding speech, including other aspects of human interaction having to do with social, psychological or cognitive factors. Thus the text started to be seen as a functional unit, which led into a "discourse processing" stage in which analysts "set about developing process models of the activities of discourse participants in interactive settings and in 'real time'" (de Beaugrande, 1997: 61-62) .
De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) define text as a communicative event that must satisfy seven criteria, the first two of which (cohesion and coherence) may be defined as text-internal, and the remaining five (intentionality, acceptability, informativity, situationality, and intertextuality) as text-external (Tischer et al., 2000) . The analytical approaches oriented towards 'pure' Text Linguistics give more importance to textinternal criteria, while the tradition in Discourse Analysis has always been to give as much or even more importance to the external factors, for they are believed to play a role in communication which is as essential as that of the text-internal factors. Thus, in spite of the fact that De Beaugrande and Dressler place their work within Text Linguistics, it can also be placed within, and can be said to have evolved into the realm of Discourse Analysis, considering they take into account aspects of both text and context in their model. In fact, De Beaugrande's (2002) definition of Text Linguistics as "the study of real language in use" does not differ from many of the definitions of Discourse Analysis given by different authors adopting a functional approach to the study of language. Slembrouck is one of these authors, and he defines Discourse Analysis as "mainly the linguistic analysis of naturally occurring connected speech or written discourse" (2006: 1). He adds that it attempts to study the organization of larger linguistic units than the sentence or the clause, such as conversational exchanges or written texts, which therefore involves the concern with language use in social contexts. A few other definitions supporting the functional perspective are the following:
The study of discourse is the study of any aspect of language use (Fasold, 1990: 65) . The analysis of discourse is, necessarily, the analysis of language in use. As such, it cannot be restricted to the description of linguistic forms independent of the purposes or functions which these forms are designed to serve in human affairs (Brown & Yule, 1983: 1) .
Discourse... refers to language in use, as a process which is socially situated (Candlin, 1997: ix) . (Johnstone, 2008: xiii) .
...I see discourse analysis as a research method that can be (and is being) used by scholars with a variety of academic and non-academic affiliations, coming from a variety of disciplines, to answer a variety of questions
It is clear that all definitions within a functional perspective refer to language in use, and include the idea that language is socially situated and therefore cannot be properly analyzed if these aspects are not included in the whole picture. Furthermore, an important characteristic of Discourse Studies, which is emphasized in Johnston's definition above, is that they are essentially multidisciplinary, which means that these studies cross the Linguistics border into different and varied domains, such as semiotics, psychology, anthropology, psychology or history. Thus, it is clear that when analyzing discourse, researchers cannot only focus on form or "purely" linguistic facts; they need to pay equal or more attention to language use in relation to social, political and cultural aspects. As Johnstone puts it:
] is an open-ended heuristic, a research method consisting of a set of topics to consider in connection with any instance of discourse. This heuristic can help insure that discourse analysts are systematically paying attention to every possible element of the potential meaning of a stretch of talk or writing: every kind of context, every resource of creativity, and every source of limitation and constraint on creativity (2008: xiv).
As anticipated above, not all researchers use and believe in the same definition of text and discourse. I will start the conclusion of this section by saying that my own view is simple and very much in sync with the functionalist approach to discourse, considering that, as the above definitions by different authors reveal, Discourse Analysis deals with the study of language in use, and it includes the observation and scrutiny of both text and context as essential parts of utterances and of discourse as a whole. In fact, Discourse Analysis is an outcome of the Functional approach to Linguistics, and would make no sense without it. Even so-called 'formal' approaches within the field have emanated from a functional perspective. As for the distinction between the terms text and discourse, for practical purposes some authors (e.g. Schiffrin 1994 , Alba-Juez 2009 ) adopt a definition of the term text that covers a narrower scope than the term discourse: text refers only to the linguistic part of the message, while discourse refers to both text and context, the latter including not only the linguistic context but other types, such as the social, the cultural or the emotional context (Alba-Juez & Mackenzie, 2016) .
My view is supported by the fact that all discursive approaches -without exception -believe that a good linguistic description should go beyond the sentence and that there are certain meanings and aspects of language that cannot be properly understood if their study is limited to the syntactic analysis of sentences. Hence there is no discourse study that can be said to be devoid of the analysis of at least some aspect of context, and that is not interdisciplinary in some way or another. By way of illustration, I am now going to name and refer to the work done by a few discourse analysts including myself, but any work within the field would be just as representative. Dooley and Levinsohn (2000: iii) state that in their analysis they "follow a functional and cognitive [my italics] approach that seems to be a good approximation of how discourse is actually produced and understood". They therefore analyze numerous texts throughout their book, taking into account several aspects and dimensions of their respective discursive situations which go beyond the mere words spoken or written, such as the means, the manner and the medium of production, along with the genre, the people being referenced, or the conversational turns and moves (in case of the analysis of dialogues). Also, in my own research on verbal irony (e.g. Alba-Juez [1996] 2001, Alba-Juez & Attardo 2014, Alba-Juez 2014) I have not only looked into the 'pure' linguistic content of the numerous ironic utterances I have analyzed, but also -among other thingsthe politeness strategies, the cognitive mechanisms, the humorous undertones, and very specifically, the different discourse functions fulfilled by them in different contexts. A simple morphological or syntactic analysis of the sentences involved would have born no fruit, and would have explained nothing regarding the final ironic meaning intended and understood by the interlocutors involved in every example/situation analyzed.
Thus, the discursive perspective implies looking into language use as necessarily social, and as such, as a phenomenon having common characteristics with other social and cognitive phenomena. Hence an accurate and realistic description of language should account for real facts occurring within actual human interaction. But human communication and cognitive phenomena, as seen from a functional perspective, form part of dynamical systems which so far and paradoxically, are very difficult to describe in accurate terms: there are many multifaceted interrelated variables to be considered, some of which are very difficult to grasp or control, therefore making any prediction only probabilistic. All the more so if we consider that these variables are not only linguistic in nature: When performing discourse analysis researchers may, for instance, engage themselves in Functional Grammar, Sociology, Pragmatics, Psychology and Cognitivism at the same time, hence having to deal with multiple and multifarious variables which interact with one another.
Consequently and to conclude, the current aim in DA is to describe language where it was originally found, i.e. in the context of human interaction, and this interaction often involves other media besides language. Examples of these other semiotic systems may be gesture, dance, song, photography, cyberspace or clothing, and this is why nowadays many discourse analysts are trying to explain the connection between these systems and language. In order to achieve these aims, different researchers have taken different approaches, and this is one of the reasons why current research in Discourse Analysis flows from different academic fields.
APPROACHES TO DISCOURSE STUDIES
Z. Harris (1951 Harris ( , 1952 , the first linguist to use the term discourse analysis, was a formalist: he viewed discourse as the next level in a hierarchy of morphemes, clauses and sentences. This view was later criticized due to the results shown by functional researchers like Chafe (1980 Chafe ( , 1987 Chafe ( , 1992 , who argued that the units used by people in their speech have a semantic and an intonational closure, but not necessarily a syntactic one, and therefore cannot always be categorized as sentences. Indeed, functionalists focus on the purposes of language, to such an extent that some of them defend the notion that language and society cannot be thought of as independent (Fairclough 1989 , Fou-cault 1980 . Thus they do not see discourse as a level in a hierarchy, but as an all-embracing concept including not only the propositional content, but also the social, cultural or cognitive contents.
As I and many other authors (e.g. Schiffrin 1994) see it, both the formal and functional paradigms should be integrated in discourse studies. Discourse deals with utterances, and utterances can be defined as "units of linguistic production (whether spoken or written) which are inherently contextualized" (Schiffrin, 1994: 41) . It follows, then, that the nature of discourse studies is not only sequential or syntactic, but also and more importantly, semantic and pragmatic. Thus within discourse analysis one should consider, together with the 'purely' linguistic content, other interaction forms such as sign language, dramatization or so-called bodily hexis (Bourdieu, 1990) , which inevitably takes us to the conclusion that discourse is multi-modal, for it uses more than one semiotic system and performs several functions at the same time. Wetherell et al. (2001) summarize all that has been expounded so far when they write about four approaches to DA, namely, 1) The model that views language as a system and therefore its researchers aim to find patterns; 2) the model that is based on the activity of language use, and therefore language is viewed as a process and not as a product; thus its researchers focus on interaction; 3) the model that searches for language patterns associated with a given topic or activity (e.g. legal discourse, psychotherapeutic discourse, etc.); 4) the model that looks for patterns within broader contexts, such as "society" or "culture". Within this last model language is viewed as part of major processes and activities, and as such the interest goes beyond language (e.g. the study of sexism or racism in discourse interaction).
It should be noted, however, that the above models present very general approaches; in fact, it can be said that each discourse analyst proposes new forms of analysis that broaden previous views on the topic, and that therefore there are as many approaches to discourse as there are researchers devoted to the field. It is nevertheless also fair to acknowledge that all strands of research within the field share a common ground, and that in some cases it is difficult to distinguish among them. Some of the best-known schools are Interactional Sociolinguistics, Conversation Analysis, Variation Analysis, Narrative Analysis, Critical Discourse Analysis, or Mediated Discourse Analysis. In spite of the differences in approach, all of these schools share the common characteristic that they do not focus on language as an abstract system. Instead, they are interested in what really happens when people engage in linguistic interaction, in how they do things with language, i.e. in how they express their feelings, exchange ideas or entertain other people, among infinite other possibilities.
So what do discourse analysts do?
In order to learn about a given discipline, it is useful to look at what practitioners do. Discourse analysts may explore the language of science, face-to-face conversations, telephone conversations, whatsapp messages, social network discourse, etc., and when doing so they may look into power relations, the structure of turn-taking, politeness strategies, the linguistic manifestation of racism or sexism, the structure of narrative, the use of persuasive language and numerous other aspects of language in use. They are interested in the actual patterns of use in naturally-occurring texts. Once transcribed and annotated, these texts are known as the corpus, which constitutes the basis for analysis. Thus, discourse analysts necessarily take a corpus-based approach to their research (Alba-Juez 2009: 18) .
Discourse analysts have helped (and are helping) to shed light on both the production and the interpretation phases of discourse, i.e. how speakers/writers organize their discourse in order to indicate their intentions, and how hearers/readers interpret what they hear, read or see. They have also contributed to answer important research questions which have led, for instance, to the identification of the evaluative systems of language (e.g.: Martin & White 2005 , Hunston and Thompson 2000 , Thompson and Alba-Juez 2014 , the mechanisms for expressing emotion through language (e.g.; Foolen 2012 Foolen , 2016 Dewaele 2013) , or the cognitive abilities involved in the use of symbols or semiotic systems (e.g. : Forceville & Clark 2014) , just to name a few of these important contributions.
BUT HOW DOES PRAGMATICS GET INTO THE PICTURE?
Some of the definitions of Pragmatics are almost identical to some of the definitions of Discourse Analysis, which may lead us to think that both fields of study are the same. Such definitions of Pragmatics can be placed within the broader approach called Macro-Pragmatics, and they differ from those given by the narrower approach known as Micro-Pragmatics. My view of Pragmatics is more in agreement with the latter approach, and therefore I do not see it as identical with Discourse Analysis. Pragmatics is, however, an indispensable source for Discourse Analysis which shares some common ground with it but differs in method and scope. Indeed, both disciplines share the view that it is not desirable to deal with abstract idealizations of how language is structured, or prescriptive rules about how language should work, and hence what is desirable is to deal with how, when, why, etc. speakers/writers actually use language for different purposes. However, as was pointed out in 3, while Discourse Analysis is basically a general term for a number of techniques and approaches (such as Conversation Analysis, Critical Discourse Analysis, etc.) to analyze written, spoken or sign language, Pragmatics does not necessarily include those approaches within its scope. A researcher performing an analysis of discourse and engaged in any of these approaches will necessarily be using pragmatic concepts and knowledge, but a researcher doing pragmatic analysis will not necessarily form part of any discourse-analytic school of thought.
The scope of Pragmatics: Central topics and main approaches
Pragmatics basically deals with meaning, but meaning within this discipline is of a much broader scope than in traditional, truth-conditional Semantics. A crucial distinction is here made between the basic meaning of an expression resulting from its syntactic structure (i.e. semantic meaning), and what someone means by using such an expression in a given context (i.e. pragmatic meaning). Thus pragmatic research and work, like discourse analytical work, is inevitably linked to a functional perspective on language, but at the same time it usually takes into account many formal aspects that contribute to the determination of the meaning of any utterance.
One of the central concerns of Pragmatics is to understand the mechanisms that allow speakers to work out the hidden, indirect or implied meanings of utterances or whole texts. Hence the vast amount of studies on topics such as inference, implicatures or phenomena like verbal irony or metaphor found within the field. Another important concern is to understand the linguistic mechanisms of reference and deixis, two phenomena that depend very much on contextual factors. As we know, and just to give an example, the pronouns I, you or they may refer to different people depending on the interactants, the situation and the context of talk. Pragmatics, then, has a lot to say about the underdeterminacy of language, and it looks into the nature and inherent characteristics of the many and various mechanisms (such as reference, deixis, conventional and conversational implicatures, or presuppositions) that human beings set into motion in order to encode and decode underdetermined utterances.
As far as the approach to pragmatics is concerned, it can be said that the views of pragmaticians all over the world are divided into two main schools: a) the Anglo-American school, and b) the European Continental school. The Anglo-American school views Pragmatics as one more of the core components of a linguistic theory, along with phonetics, phonology, morphology, syntax and semantics. Authors such as Levinson (1983) , Leech (1983) , Yule (1996) or Cummings (2005) support this view, whose central topics of inquiry include implicature, presupposition, speech acts, deixis and reference. (Huang 2016) . The European Continental school of Pragmatics advocates a broader perspective, and is supported by linguists such as Jef Verschueren, who defines Pragmatics as "the cognitive, social, and cultural science of language and communication" (2009: 1). Bublitz and Norrick (2011: 4) point out that within this broader point of view Pragmatics is seen as "the scientific study of all aspects of linguistic behaviour", and as an area of research that is "fundamentally concerned with communicative action in any kind of context". From the Continental perspective, therefore, "Pragmatics is not confined within the boundaries of just one linguistic component, but is 'omnipresent' in all components and every aspect of linguistic behaviour" (Alba-Juez & Mackenzie, 2016: 13) . Furthermore, the tendency of this extensive view has been to consider pragmalinguistic data as phenomena that necessarily have to be studied in relation to other domains, which has given rise to new sub-areas of research such as computational, historical, anthropological or experimental Pragmatics.
In spite of the above, and as Huang (2015) points out, a reconciliation of the component and the perspective views can be observed in the work of some pragmaticians (e.g. Mey [1993 ] 2008 , Ariel 2010 , joining the knowledge and strengths of both perspectives. Mey refers to this convergence of view in the following way:
Thus, we could have a pragmatic component, understood as the set of whatever pragmatic functions can be assigned to language, along with a pragmatic perspective, i.e., the way these functions operate. We could either ask how users 'mean what they say', that is, how they communicate, using language, or how they 'say what they mean', employing the linguistic devices at their disposal to express themselves ([1993] 2008: 9).
The Anglo-American school could therefore be identified with what has been called micro-pragmatics, whereas the Continental European School, with so-called macro-pragmatics. Micro-pragmatics is mainly concerned with specific theoretical discussions about topics such as implicature, reference or deixis, while macro-pragmatics places the emphasis more on the perspective taken than on any theoretical point in particular, "which would simply entail taking a functional perspective (in a very broad sense) on the study of language in all its aspects" (Alba-Juez & Mackenzie, 2016: 14) .
As the reader may have noticed by now, the European Continental definition of Pragmatics does not seem to differ in essence from the definition of Discourse Analysis advocated by the functional view referred to in 2 and 3 above. Both claim that the analysis of language in use and in context constitutes their scope of research, which makes it inevitable for us to ask the following question: If Pragmatics is about 'the study of communicative action in all contexts', how does it differ from Discourse Analysis, and why would it be necessary in the first place? I will respond by reproducing the view already expressed in that respect in Alba-Juez & Mackenzie (2016), for it summarizes what I consider to be the fundamental distinction between these two disciplines, and the point I want to make to conclude this section:
"It is very likely that, if we define Pragmatics as a discipline that 'studies language in all its aspects', we shall immediately start to wonder if there is any use in distinguishing it from Discourse Analysis or even Linguistics (if taken in a broader sense). Thus, while a convergence of both approaches seems desirable, the all-embracing character of macro-pragmatics seems too broad to make Pragmatics a necessary sub-field of Linguistics, distinct from any other.
Along this line of thought, then, we feel more prone to think that both the findings and objectives of micro and macro-pragmatics are of great use for linguists and discourse analysts, but that, whereas pragmatics is an indispensable source for the analysis of discourse (Alba-Juez, 2009: 46) , it is, however, not the same thing. Pragmatics provides discourse analysts with important tools and basic concepts without which their work would be impossible to carry out, but discourse analysis is a broader, more empirically-oriented discipline that is not particularly interested in theorizing about, for instance, inferences or deixis (Pragmatics already does that!). Among other things, Discourse Analysis includes many schools and traditions (e.g. Critical Discourse Analysis, Ethnography of Communication, etc.) which in our view do not form part of Pragmatics, although they do draw on its findings." (2016: 15).
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In this article I have mainly tried to elucidate the scope and interests of two very important sub-disciplines of Linguistics: Discourse Analysis and Pragmatics. In addition, when discussing the scope of Discourse Analysis, some remarks have been made regarding both its common and non-shared ground with Text Linguistics. The main points I have made are the following:
 There are two main approaches to Discourse Analysis: the formal and the functional. Formalists focus more on the text-internal characteristics of language, while functionalists concentrate on the analysis of language in use, giving as much as, or even more importance to the context than to the text of utterances.
 Text Linguistics is a kind of discourse analysis that tends more towards a formalist perspective, for it focuses on the structure of the text and the text alone, rather than on the external aspects of context. The rise of Discourse Analysis in the second half of the 20 th century brought about a consideration not only for text but also for context, therefore giving the text-external factors an importance that had not been given to them by grammarians or text linguists before. And this was how for many authors (such as van Dijk), what started as text linguistics ended up turning into discourse analysis. This is the reason why, in the view of many researchers, Text Linguistics has evolved into Discourse Analysis in the 21 st century, where it is difficult to deny the great influence that contextual factors exert over the meaning that is finally agreed by the interlocutors in any linguistic exchange.  There are two main schools of Pragmatics: the Anglo-American and the European Continental. The former can be identified with micro-pragmatics and the latter with macro-pragmatics. If we looked at Pragmatics exclusively through the European Continental school prism, it would be difficult to see any difference between Pragmatics and Discourse Analysis, and in such a case the existence of one of them would make no sense. However, the view I advocate herein sees the two disciplines as related but apart, for it is a fact that the research traditions of Pragmatics and Discourse Analysis have been different in spite of their several points of convergence.
Pragmatic studies are generally oriented towards the discussion of theoretical issues having to do with the underdeterminacy of language, thus dealing with implied, non-literal meanings, or what Grice (1975) called meaning-nn (i.e. non-natural meaning) , as opposed to semantic, literal or timeless meaning (i.e. Grice's natural meaning), the latter being the concern of Semantics. And here I refer to Semantics in its narrow sense (i.e. the kind of Semantics that deals with truth-conditional meaning) because in a broader sense, and considering that Pragmatics deals mainly with meaning, it can be said that Pragmatics belongs in the realm of Semantics as well.  Discourse Analysis, like Pragmatics, is concerned with language in use and in context. Pragmatics is an indispensable source for, but is not the same as Discourse Analysis. Discourse Analysis draws on the concepts and tools of Pragmatics, but the former is a broader, more empirically-oriented discipline than the latter, because it includes many schools and traditions which are not necessarily found within the scope of Pragmatics. Pragmatics, on the other hand, is a more theoretically-oriented discipline, which has traditionally been concerned with topics (such as speech acts, implicatures or reference) which are used by, but are not necessarily central topics within, discourse studies.
